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of letter of intent related to sewer easement on property signed two years prior
to purchase and sale agreement at issue; whether purchaser had actual knowledge
of potential sewer easement on property; whether potential sewer easement was
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court’s denial of acquittee’s motion to dismiss state’s petition to extend his com-
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offender; claim that evidence was insufficient to prove that defendant appro-
priated in excess of $2000 to himself; unpreserved claim that property report
created by investigating police officer and victim’s statement to police were
improperly admitted into evidence in violation of sixth amendment right to
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that defendant failed to establish proper foundation to cross-examine state’s
expert witness about whether other substances could have affected rate at which
individual can become visibly intoxicated from alcohol; reviewability of claim
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